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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the subject patent application are respectfully 
requested. 

Applicants acknowledge with appreciation that all claims have been examined. 
However, Applicants expressly traverse the contention that "the two species are obvious 
variants over one another that would be well known to one of ordinary skill in the art." 

Claims 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 12, 14, 17, 20, 22, 24, 25 and 27 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. Section 102(b) as allegedly being "anticipated" by Itoh et al (U.S. Patent 
Publication No. 2001/0017836).* 

Itoh et al. discloses an optical recording/reproducing system for a volume 
holographic memory. While not acquiescing in the rejection of the claims based on this 
document, certain claims have been amended as described below to even further 
distinguish over the Itoh et al. document. 

Claim 2 has been amended to require that the open time of an optical shutting 
device is adjusted in accordance with a ratio between a pitch of a light interference 
pattern to be recorded and a moving speed of the recording medium relative to a signal 
light and a reference light. As described with reference to the non-limiting example 
embodiments, the interference fringes can thereby be formed with large amplitude and 
high modulation degree. 

Itoh et al. discloses shutters 6a and 6b. Shutter 6a is described as controlling 
"irradiation time over which the signal beam is applied to the volume holographic 
memory 10" (see paragraph [0044]) and shutter 6b is described as controlling "irradiation 
time over which the reference beam irradiates the volume holographic memory 10" (see 
paragraph [0047]). Itoh et al. contains no disclosure or suggestion of adjusting the open 
time of these or any other optical shutters as specifically required in claim 2. Itoh et al. 
therefore cannot anticipate claim 2 or its dependent claims 4, 6 and 7. See, e.g,, 

* The application corresponding to the Itoh et al. publication has now been issued as USP 
6,504,810. 
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Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co, of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631 (Fed. Cir. 1987)("A 
claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference.") 

Claim 10 has been amended to require that an area of the photodetecting device is 
selected in accordance with the open time of the optical shutting device. As described 
with reference to the non-limiting example embodiments, the signal-to-noise ratio of 
reproduced data can thereby be improved. Itoh et al contains no disclosure or suggestion 
of this feature and Itoh et al. therefore cannot anticipate claim 10 or its dependent claims 
12, 14 and 17. 

Claim 20 has been amended to require the above-noted features of both claims 2 
and 10. Consequently, Itoh et al. cannot anticipate claim 20 or its dependent claims 22, 
24, 25 and 27. 

Claims 1, 3, 5, 8, 9, 1 1, 13, 18, 19, 21, 23, 26 and 30 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. Section 103(a) as allegedly being "obvious" over Itoh et al. in view of Kato (U.S. 
Patent No. 3,865,996). 

Claims 1, 9 and 19 have each been amended to require that the pulse oscillation 
controlling device controls an oscillation timing of the laser and pulse width of the laser 
and that the pulse width is determined in accordance with a ratio between a pitch of the 
light interference pattem to be recorded and a moving speed of the recording medium 
relative to the signal light and the reference light. As described with reference to the non- 
limiting example embodiments, the interference fringes can thereby be formed with large 
amplitude and high modulation degree. 

Itoh et al. contains no disclosure or suggestion of this feature. 

Kato is applied for its alleged disclosure that the effects of a pulse oscillation laser 
can be obtained using a continuous oscillation laser and an optical shutter. However, like 
Itoh et al., Kato contains no disclosure or suggestion with respect to determining the 
pulse width of the laser as claimed. Consequently, even assuming for the sake of 
argument that Itoh et al, and Kato were properly combinable, the subject matter of claims 
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1, 9 and 19 and their dependent claims 3, 5, 1 1, 13, 21, 23, 26 and 30 would not result 
from any such combination. 

New claims 31-35 have been added. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
subject matter of these new claims is fully supported by the original disclosure and that 
no new matter is added. 

Claim 3 1 is directed to a recording apparatus in which first and second optical 
shutters are provided in a signal light optical path and the open time and open timing of at 
least the second optical shutter is adjusted in accordance with a ratio between a pitch of a 
light interference pattern to be recorded and a moving speed of a recording medium 
relative to a signal light and a reference light. Support for these features can be found in 
Figure 12 and its corresponding description. These features are not disclosed or 
suggested by the applied documents. 

Claim 32 is directed to a recording apparatus in which a pulse width of a laser is 
less than or equal to (0.78 x K)/V sec, where K is a pitch of a light interference pattern to 
be recorded and V is a moving speed of a recording medium relative to a signal light and 
a reference light. This feature is not disclosed or suggested by the applied documents. 

Claim 33 is directed to a recording apparatus in which a controlling device is 
responsive to a signal recorded on the recording medium for controlling an amount of 
time that a coherent signal light and a coherent reference light irradiate a recording 
medium. This feature is not disclosed or suggested by the applied documents. 
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The pending claims are believed to be allowable and favorable office action is 
respectfully requested. 
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